Introduction 23
In 2010, the United Nations (UN) General Assembly and the UN Human Rights Council 24 each declared in separate resolutions 1 that safe drinking water and sanitation are human 25 rights and essential for enjoyment of all other human rights. These resolutions impose 26 obligations on governments to respect, protect, and fulfil rights to water and sanitation 27 services that are safe, sufficient, accessible, affordable, and acceptable to everyone. 28
Among specific obligations, governments are expected to take progressive, incremental 29 steps towards realising the human rights to water and sanitation (HRWS) using the 30 maximum available resources. 31
National policy and monitoring systems are crucial for establishing and developing these 32 progressive steps. Monitoring is required for governments to assess and demonstrate to 33 the public and the international community the extent to which rights are being met, and 34 to collect data for informing themselves and donors on future planning and resource 35 allocation (de Albuquerque, 2014). Setting service delivery standards and targets to 36 monitor are needed to provide guidance to local service providers to implement action on 37 realising rights (Meier et al., 2014) . Further, it is the state's responsibility to enable 38 users to claim and exercise their rights to water and sanitation by providing information 39 on service delivery to the public and establishing mechanisms to receive and redress 40 complaints regarding violations of rights (Kiefer et al., 2012) . Policy, in addition to being 41 a critical link between translating human rights law into water and sanitation outcomes 42 on the ground (Meier et al., 2013) , helps to form the basis for monitoring the HRWS 43 (Kiefer et al., 2012) . Research on how monitoring is conceptualised in national policy is 44 needed to understand if and how countries are seeking to support the realisation of the 45 HRWS through collection and use of relevant information. 46
The purpose of this paper is to investigate what steps have been taken in Pacific Island 47
Countries (PICs) to envision the monitoring of the HRWS from a national policy 48 perspective. Specifically, we focused on how relevant policies in PICs dictate the 49 monitoring of water and sanitation service delivery dimensions necessary for realising 50 human rights. By investigating these policies we investigate which outcomes are given 51 precedence over others and why. To understand if the policies support the effective use 52 of collected data, we also analysed them for aspects of good governance. Particularly, 53
we investigated how clearly roles and responsibilities are delineated and how information 54 is planned to flow between stakeholders. This analysis is important for highlighting and 55 describing areas in monitoring the HRWS that require focused attention, and for 56 identifying positive examples to draw inspiration from in the PIC region. Findings from 57 this paper can contribute to developing more targeted support from government and 58 development agencies for realising the HRWS. 59
Government-led monitoring 60
The UN resolutions on the HRWS and the subsequent need for monitoring coincide with a 61 recent shift in emphasis in the aid industry from piecemeal project-based and donor-62 driven monitoring processes to monitoring owned and led by developing countries 63
themselves. This sentiment is captured in the Paris Declaration on Aid Effectiveness and 64 the Accra Agenda for Action which emphasise ownership of development priorities by 65 developing countries (OECD, 2008) . The push for government-led monitoring stems from 66 concerns that donor-driven monitoring reflects the information needs, beliefs, and values 67 of donors rather than those of the beneficiary countries. This may result in knowledge 68 generated having limited relevance for local stakeholders, weak ownership and limited 69
In this paper, we included countries that UNICEF (2013) and did a preliminary review of the policies to see which practices we could reasonably 134 expect to be detailed in policy. We found that it would be sensible to analyse the policy 135 documents for language on delineating roles and responsibilities, and for planning 136 information flows between different government authorities and other stakeholders. 137
These aspects are included in our analytical framework alongside the service delivery 138 dimensions described below. 139
We then defined our parameters of analysis for service delivery dimensions with 140 guidance from the framework put forth in the UN Special Rapporteur's handbook on 141 realising the HRWS (de Albuquerque, 2014). Our analytical framework included 142 availability, accessibility, quality, affordability, and acceptability outcomes or service 143 delivery dimensions, plus two related general human rights principles that the 144 monitoring chapter of the handbook makes special mention of: equality and 145 sustainability. Equality and sustainability are also important because they are reflected in 146 monitoring requirements for the Sustainable Development Goals (UN, 2015). Definitions 147 of these dimensions and some examples of how they may relate to water and sanitation 148 services as described in the UN Special Rapporteur's handbook on realising the HRWS 149 are listed in Table 1 
Results

202
In this section we present the findings of our analysis. All policies referred to monitoring 203 at least one of the service delivery dimensions. In the following sections, we first present aspects of monitoring governance followed by 207 the content on monitoring each service delivery dimension as described in the policies. 208
Governance 209
The level of detail that the policies provide on who is responsible for monitoring which 210 service delivery dimensions varied widely. Most of the reviewed policies identified a 211 government body that is responsible for coordinating monitoring and evaluation of the 212 outcomes of policy objectives or their implementation. For example, the Kiribati National 213
Sanitation Implementation Plan stated "At the sector level NWSCC will provide the focal 214 point for coordinating this monitoring and evaluation of the water and sanitation sector". 215
In the policies of six of 13 countries, the responsibility for monitoring multiple service 216 delivery dimensions was broadly assigned to a single agency or collectively to a group of 217 agencies (e.g. to a newly formed task force comprising members from several 218 government departments). In the latter case, there was no delineation of which 219 departments are responsible for monitoring which service delivery dimensions. 
Country policy summaries 376
Based on our findings, table 4 below provides a brief summary of some highlights, 377 strengths, and potential areas for improvement for the reviewed policies of each country. 378 Table 4 . Highlight summaries of national policies 379
Cook Islands
Water resources management, water supply, and sanitation each had separate policies. Emphasis on sharing information with the public was commendable. Specific monitoring responsibilities and information flows could be improved. Strong on monitoring environmental sustainability, water quality, and infrastructure availability.
Fiji
Section on 'Stakeholder Roles and Responsibilities' clearly lists agencies with monitoring roles. A body for coordinating monitoring and maintaining a database was helpfully described. Specific responsibilities and processes for sharing/reporting information could be clarified. Monitoring criteria were at times vague, but cover availability, quality, and acceptability. FSM A specific position was described as having the responsibility for reporting monitoring results to a national task force. Independent impact evaluations to complement monitoring were described. Roles and responsibilities for data collection were unclear. Monitoring is focused on sustainable management of water resources.
Kiribati
The implementation plans attached to the policies provided highly detailed tables of activities, indicators, and agencies responsible for implementation. However, indicators mostly focused on implementation rather than service delivery monitoring. A central body for coordinating monitoring and reporting to the national level was identified. Monitoring affordability of services was addressed, along with availability, quality, and sustainability.
Nauru
Agencies responsible for monitoring, along with implementing other activities, were listed clearly in a tabular format. A central body for coordinating monitoring was identified and a helpful diagram illustrates information flows. Monitoring was mostly limited to drinking-water quality and sustainable management of water resources. Monitoring of sanitation systems was identified, but not described further.
Palau
Monitoring roles were assigned to several agencies, but responsibilities were not delineated. Information flows were not readily described. The policy had an explicit focus on management of water resources, thus monitoring was centred on sustainability of water resources and drinkingwater quality.
PNG
A plan for a service delivery database was articulated and monitoring roles were assigned to various groups including service providers. Specific responsibilities on who monitors what were vague. Minimum standards and targets relating to monitoring availability, accessibility, quality, equality, and sustainability for both water and sanitation were explicitly laid out.
RMI
Monitoring roles and responsibilities were identified, although not all criteria appeared to have a responsible agency named for monitoring them. Information flows were unclear. Monitoring criteria covered both basin and user levels, included targeting disadvantaged groups, and addressed all HRWS dimensions except acceptability.
Samoa
Agencies responsible for collecting data were clearly identified for each listed indicator. Other monitoring roles and responsibilities were also detailed. Information flows and the timing of reporting to stakeholders were clearly described. The list of indicators to be monitored was expansive, but was mostly limited in scope to the availability, quality, and sustainability of water and sanitation.
Solomon Islands
An information management plan was detailed with reporting requirements and a statement that the data should be available to all users. Some monitoring responsibilities were vaguely described. Monitoring criteria mostly focused on availability, water quality, and sustainability.
Tonga
Improving data collection, storage, management, and analysis was listed as an objective for the water sector. A statement that the data should be made available to the general public was included. Previous legislation that mandates an agency to monitor the condition of water resources was reaffirmed, but no further guidance on what data to collect was provided.
Tuvalu
Monitoring of the success of water and sanitation awareness and education programs was called for, along with monitoring drinking-water quality and water reserve levels. Aspects of monitoring governance were scantly addressed.
Vanuatu
Monitoring roles and responsibilities and information flows were addressed, but not presented coherently which made interpreting them difficult. Information flows were planned to be shared horizontally and vertically. Monitoring of service delivery focused on availability of water supplies, drinking-water quality, and sustainability of water resources.
Discussion 380
By analysing documents for fundamental components of good monitoring governance 381 and monitoring of service delivery dimensions under the HRWS framework, this research 382 has revealed that water and sanitation policies in the PIC region generally articulated 383 important governance aspects weakly and gave precedence to monitoring availability, 384 quality, and environmental sustainability of services over other dimensions. Overall, 385 these findings are not likely to be unique to the PIC region and similar issues may be 386 found in other developing country contexts. In this section we first discuss the 387 implications of the findings on governance followed by a discussion on service delivery 388 dimensions in PICs. 389
Generally, there is a need for monitoring roles and responsibilities at the data collection 391 level to be more clearly delineated to ensure accountability and avoid overlap of 392 responsibilities. Most policies did well to identify a body responsible for coordinating 393 overall monitoring, consolidating data, and reporting upward to specific decision-makers. 394
However, they were less clear about who does what exactly at a data collection level. 395 Without clarifying roles at this level, it is difficult to hold any agencies accountable for 396 ensuring particular policy objectives are being met. Naming responsible agencies is also 397 important for establishing ownership of data collection activities, developing appropriate 398 incentives, and assessing and developing the capacity of each agency to fulfil their 399 duties. Where policies gave data collection responsibilities to a collective group of 400 agencies without specifying individual roles, there is a risk of multiple agencies taking on 401 the same roles and presenting conflicting information. 402
Accountability issues may arise where information flows cannot be completely mapped 403 from users to an aggregation point to stakeholders, as is the case with the majority of 404 policies analysed in this study. If it is not clear where the information is meant to go and 405 meant to be used by whom, there is an increased likelihood that it will not be used at all. 406
Delineating roles and responsibilities would make information flows more clear at a local 407 level. Some policies, such as those in Fiji and Solomon Islands, made specific provisions 408 for maintaining a central database which is a crucial step to ensuring coherency of 409 monitoring systems. National governments and donors should seek to support and 410 develop these systems. However, information cannot be collected just to be simply 411 stored at a central location. Policies in five of 13 countries did not articulate how the 412 processed data is to be reported to stakeholders and this is crucial for gaining the 413 maximum use of the data. 414
It is important that information flows are designed to serve the information needs of a 415 range of stakeholders, and not just flow in one direction towards national government, 416
as was often the case in the reviewed policies. Ideally, monitoring processes should be 417 designed so that information also fulfils local level needs where water and sanitation 418 service delivery is actually occurring. This can help to ensure that the collected 419 information is put to good use, promotes ownership of data among collectors which can 420 aid in continuing data collection compliance, and enables learning at a local level (Welle 421 et al., 2012) . Further, the HRWS framework compels governments to share information 422 with the public in an accessible and understandable way (de Albuquerque, 2014) which 423 is critical for enabling users to claim and exercise their rights. Some policies, for example 424 in Cook Islands and Vanuatu, demonstrated good examples of sharing information more 425 widely and other PICs could seek inspiration from these. 426
While it is difficult to directly transfer or compare approaches between countries due to 427 the widely varying contexts that PICs live under, table 4 shows various aspects of good 428 monitoring governance in policy that we can learn from and build on can be found 429 throughout the region. Countries that had implementation plans accompanying their 430 policies, such as in Kiribati, Nauru, and Samoa, tended to describe roles, responsibilities, 431 and information flows more clearly. In the cases of Kiribati and Nauru, these plans 432 appear to have been driven by donors (White & Falkland, 2012) . Policies that do not 433 address monitoring governance should do so coherently in dedicated sections in future 434 revisions. PICs seeking guidance on delineating roles and responsibilities and defining 435 information flows could turn to the Samoa Water and Sanitation Sector Plan, which 436 explicitly listed agencies responsible for individual data collection activities and identified 437 a central body for coordinating and reporting, for inspiration. 438
Service delivery dimensions
In this section we discuss our findings on how monitoring of the service delivery 440 dimensions of the HRWS framework was envisioned in the reviewed policies. We argue 441 that conventional approaches to monitoring have likely contributed to a relatively strong 442 representation of monitoring the availability of infrastructure and water quality. 443
Monitoring of accessibility, affordability, acceptability, and equality are less well known, 444 but have important implications. We also argue that the preferences of donors were 445 likely influential on the emphasis of monitoring aspects related to environmental 446 sustainability. 447
The precedence given to monitoring availability and quality of services is likely in part 448 due to conventional approaches to monitoring. The decision of most policy-makers to 449 use the presence of infrastructure as a criterion for monitoring availability is not 450 surprising because technology type is the most commonly used water and sanitation 451 service indicator globally (Norman, 2013) and has been used to report internationally on 452 the Millennium Development Goals. This criterion is attractive because of its international 453 recognition and relative simplicity in measuring. It will likely remain an important 454 criterion as it is included in reporting for the international Sustainable Development 455
Goals. 456
Monitoring quality was usually in reference to water supplies rather than sanitation. 457
Adequate drinking water quality is often highly demanded and scrutinised by the general 458 public which may have led to its widespread inclusion in the policies. Affordable services were frequently mentioned as a principle in the reviewed policies, but 495 there was little language on monitoring affordability which may indicate a lack of clarity 496 on how this dimension can actually be monitored. Indeed, developing indicators for 497 measuring affordability is particularly challenging (Hutton, 2012) . PIC governments may 498 follow the lead of Kiribati and draft policy to call for the use of surveys and case studies 499 to determine the ability of users to pay for water and sanitation services. 500
Monitoring acceptability was also infrequently mentioned. In two of the three policies 501
where it did appear, only a single specific indicator was listed. This does not come as a 502 surprise since acceptability may be the most challenging service dimension of the HRWS 503 framework to monitor because definitions can vary widely between groups and 504 individuals (de Albuquerque, 2014). The criterion for tracking complaints as used in the 505
Fiji Rural Water and Sanitation Policy provides a useful example of how general issues 506 with acceptability can be monitored. However, a more nuanced look at acceptability 507 based on wide consultation with diverse groups will likely be necessary. 508
Inequalities in water and sanitation service delivery worldwide are well documented and 509 human rights law compels states to address these (Satterthwaite, 2012) , but the 510 reviewed policies of PICs generally do not provide much guidance on monitoring them. 511
The RMI National Water and Sanitation Policy identified several disadvantaged groups to 512 be monitored, but uses total water and sanitation coverage as an indicator for success 513 which does not necessarily ensure that inequalities are being eliminated. There are few 514 statements in the reviewed policies regarding distinguishing between groups for 515 monitoring or disaggregation of data aside from rural and urban areas. Without 516 additional data on disadvantaged groups it is difficult for PICs to design and evaluate 517 policies and programmes for benefiting the most in need. 518
The preferences of donors active in the PIC region appear to be a factor in the 519 precedence given to monitoring sustainability, specifically environmental sustainability. 520
Several policies explicitly stated they were supported by the Global Environment Facility 521 (GEF) and/or the SOPAC division (since renamed the Geoscience division) of the world. This limited advocacy, compared to other agendas, likely has contributed to the 567 poor overall representation of the accessibility, affordability, acceptability, and equality 568 service dimensions in national policies. 569
As with governance, no one country is perfect, but examples of monitoring each 570 dimension of the HRWS can be found across the region. In general, countries with 571 polices based on the principles of IWRM tended to be strong on monitoring at a basin-572 level and weak at a user-level, while the inverse was true for policies not based on 573 IWRM. In future revisions of policy, PIC governments and would do well to draw on 574 monitoring approaches from their neighbours and to think critically how each HRWS 575 dimension fits within their county's context. In particular, the PNG National Water, 576
Sanitation and Hygiene Policy and the RMI National Water and Sanitation Policy are 577 relatively strong in reflecting the normative monitoring criteria of the HRWS framework. 578
While each has room for improvement in addressing the monitoring of all service 579 delivery dimensions, they provide regional examples of how HRWS criteria can be 580 included in monitoring processes as envisioned by policy. 581
Conclusions 582
Developing a national monitoring system to capture the service delivery dimensions laid 583 out in the HRWS framework is not easy and will take time. While envisioning a 584 monitoring system in policy does not necessarily mean any action will be taken out on 585 the ground, it provides an important first step for developing a coherent and 586 comprehensive system. Most PICs have done well to draft and approve new or updated 587 policies on water and sanitation and include steps for monitoring their objectives. This 588 proactive behaviour to contribute to creating an enabling environment for addressing 589 water and sanitation issues is increasingly necessary, especially as emerging forces in 590
PICs such as population growth, urbanisation, changing land use patterns, and climate 591 change threaten to impact how they are handled (UNICEF, 2013). 592
Donors have an important role to play in providing support to PICs in developing 593 monitoring systems and should advocate for wider inclusion of service delivery 594 dimensions and good monitoring governance. However, PICs must take the lead in 595 further developing their policies and making final decisions on what needs to be 596 monitored and how. This will help to ensure that the policies appropriately reflect the 597 values and information needs of the country rather than those of the donor. 598
There are yet other obstacles to national monitoring that need to be considered 599 alongside the issues discussed in this paper. Developing nationally and locally relevant 600 indicators that are feasible to measure and cover all aspects of the HRWS that are 601 important to each country is a significant challenge that must be overcome. And how 602 data collected on these indicators will be translated into action must be planned. Good 603 governance needs to go beyond the fundamentals investigated here. For example, 604 responsible government authorities need to be incentivised to continually collect data 605 and use it to improve service delivery without developing perverse incentives to achieve 606 high indicator scores that do little to actually improve services on the ground. 607
Stakeholders must be engaged when deciding who will monitor, what will be monitored, 608
and how in order to consider multiple perspectives on service delivery and avoid a 609 narrow framing that privileges the viewpoints of some groups over others. Finally, 610 monitoring of structural and process indicators, for instance those that demonstrate the 611 ability of users to exercise and claim their rights, warrant further attention. The service 612 delivery dimensions and aspects of governance addressed in this paper, then, are only 613 basic building blocks toward constructing a robust national monitoring system that has 614 many pitfalls. 615
Going forward, it is critical for PICs to recognise their international, regional, and 616 national obligations to progressively realise and monitor the HRWS, in particular the 617 accessibility, affordability, acceptability, and equality dimensions we have identified here 618 as being neglected the most. PICs must also continue to clarify aspects of good 619 governance in policy so that relevant government authorities may be held accountable. A 620 failure to do so risks failing to uphold the rights of citizens to pursue and maintain good 621 health and an adequate standard of living. 622 623
